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Please comment on the following: 

• The rigour of the article:  
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− If you are not a subject specialist, how accessible is the article to those without an immediate 
knowledge of the texts, theories, concepts discussed?  
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• The structure of the article:  
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Simply comment on overall referencing style and check to see that the references are there and complete. 
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• Do you have any extra comments that you would like to pass on to the editors? (These will not be 
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